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Dear 4 Thampsos: 7
Praft Emdronmental Impact Report (DEIR) ’
< Genergl Waste D& Requirements for Bigsoli d_Applicati

fne County Sanitation Distics of Las Angeles County woutd like to first xpress apprecistion for the
goeal amcst; of walk which has been put Into this project thus far. itis very beneficial to have a thorough state
review of all ssuesieelated to this nyatter, which has caused a great deal of comroversy and sirong reactions
in many lucaiities, | As the number of coustios thal enact, of are considering, restrictive land application
ondinance: arows § is increasingly important that a broad state review be balanced and sclentifically based.
The Fale -Sview Hust also consider the importanca of recycling is own waste sireams, as wall as the
environmezteat :mpacts of that recycling effort. A thorough and balanced review which *contains requirements
a3t 858 iraie 51 504N Scienca and best professional judg{edmant” (Guoted from the CEIR Executive Summary}
shouid o1+ wide regdlations in which all concemed localities can be confident of the proteciion of public healtm.

T rouwi;-gcommenl.sa:eaxpraséed based on the order inwhich each section of related text appears
inthe Ok, Deletpn recommendations are shown with strficestts and additlons are shown with ygdedines.

No. Sea:iw i Page

Comment

b Bxecidor

1ES-3
Susttoary

Cotrection should be made in the [sst peragraph of this page a8 follows “The
Catiformia Association of Sanitary Sanitation Agencies (CASA). This
oarrecldon must atso be made throughout the CEIR.

2 Exeivg ES-8
Summiary

The first sestence on ihis paga shoukt be armended 23 follows “and contains
requirements that are based on sound sclence and best professional
judggment.”

3 Execuve ES-6
Summary

The tast sentence states that * The idemification of permitted activities under
the GO does not peeempt af supersede the authority of local agencies to
probibit, restrict, of controf biosolids reuse.” This isur y.
Althbugh &t may be comect under curent law, that siluation Sould change, and
inclusion of this language could unnecessarily lead to a challenge to tha GO If 1
it is Dased on this premise. The sentence should be deloted and text added |-
to inaicate that more restrictiva local regulations should be based on an
increaged risk due to waique focat condilions that were not examined under
the DEER. The sams comment appliss o kst sentenca on Pags 2-10 of
Chagpter 2.

5 Agcrons 2o -

23-1

23-2

23-3

23-4.
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! £S-9 Theflou oullet Rem on this page should be amended as flicws “no 12 Chnacrer 3 B-t7 The second paragraph on this page stales that the *semivolatile organic
! appicalion or incorporation inta the soii is pamitted when wind ma: <ompounds (SVCCs) generally are present in low amaunts in muricipal

reasonably be expected fo cayse particles of biosoiids (o become a!:'mome Dlosolids.” It goes on to say that the "Part $03 regulations do not require that

and anft from the site”. Particies of dust or Stef ratarial 23-5 biosolids be tested for SOCs (Synthetic Organic Compounds) : however, tha
:qnel.‘-.er refaied to biosolias application or not, wiif be limited by custent praposed GO moniering program would require testing of biosofids for PGBs
armming regulati and SVOCs," The reason given for thls requirement is that “much less is
Fable 51 | Comn : —— - — - - kngwn about soil accumutation, plant uptake, and concenteation mechanisms 23- 1 3

u:déiizx:mngﬁg:ﬂy:wﬁs:‘r:: listed in ﬂ?lfes;wun wiil be discusgad l 23_6 of SCCs inseil.” While benefits of this menitoring may exist, scientific

; ! I are associated. reasoas shoukd be given which explain why cartain compounds were chosen
E Fable ES-1 [ The first I ; . N 8 and others were not. 1t must also be clearly stated what will be done with this
P06 | ol dsrasmion s recesston s o) 8 evs Patomial | [ 3 7 ormalon 0 i s ol e compare. Haing i o
i b information prior to callection of the data wik help in cbtaining public

wt

Chaetsr 7 2-3 Thuei first bullet item on this page states that the GO is intended to “comply accentance of any conclusions,
with Section 13274 iforni judici: N
274 of the California Water Cods and the jusicial erder by the 1z |cnacerz | bozs The tousth bullet tem an this page states that the “proposa GO includes

Superior Coust of Califamia for the County of Sacramento by adoglin il i
; h ? concentration limils and cumulative loading rates for chromium and
statewide general WORs for the discharge of dewatered, teated, or molyddenum. Tr:a proposed GO is mere?ffe more restrictive than the

chemucally fixed sewage sludge (biosolias} for benaticial use as 3 feclitizer existing Part 503 regulations thal do ntot incfude limits far these traca metals®,

i and/or s0if amendment™. Sedi iforni C
] “The state boarcﬁranr:zgional fg‘a’,j’zfgoﬁ‘:g;gggm'a;gyer Coe sates IF dacument is to be uly based on sound science ang best professionat
i G ge requi for di &t of & ed au[;g:ed ":‘ff} rwaste Jjudgement, the utilizzhon of Imis for these two constityents musi be defayed. 23-14
fixed sewage sludge and other biolsgical sofids. shali prescri'be generaf Y s Inclusion of limits u;_at were refected by the source of the scientific study that
discharge requirements for that studge and those othar solids, General waste 23-8 produced the [imits is not ceasonable. As previously stated. the USEPA s in

the process of developing a fisk based cumulative loading timit for
melypdenum and projects publication of results by tha end of 1999 It ¢an be
stated that when this fimit, or any other limit is added by the USEPA to the
503 Regulations, that f will be aulernaticilly included in the GO.

discharge réquirements shalf replacs individual waste discharge cequirements
for sewage sludge and other biological 501ids. and their prescription shall be
consdgred to be a ministerial action.” It is unclear whether there will ba an
Immediata effect on existing WDRs. an effect duning the renewal process, or

o effect at all. It must be made clear that the GO i5 not required 10 replace : 14 | Chagterd iz Mitigation Measure 4-2 recommends extending the grazing restriction after
‘-‘x'?""? site sgecific WORs efther immedately or upon rengwal, but is an land application of biosolids to 80 days. This extension is unnecessary and
option for each RWQCH dunljg either the renewa_l or initial permitting process, ! should be removed. The 30 day resirictior found in the 503 Regulations was
?"‘E"W'SQ; there wauld ba unintended and undesirable cansequences such as : based on scientifio data and has been found to be adequale to prolect animal
z ?foé’f a2 site Sbecific conditions. inappropriate raguiation of sites aver : healtn. The conclusion at the end of this miligation measurg is that it “wil 5
f acres, .., ele. promate maximum bisdegradation of SOCs and palhogens before grazing 23‘1
- P & xposed i.” Fhi ion i n a sciertifte
f12 ;mle ::(‘-js( gz:agl;apg g this page slalest rt'har Ihe *biosolids that are [o be applied ;Tgﬂ:n:rﬁn?n ilis delfeﬂ?n?ﬁlwng'fra?dﬁé::ﬁaﬁ; '::?:::g:adauon
0 land under the must comply with minimum standards for . .  bioscli icath
cancentrations of 30 metals, nine of which are reguiated under the Pazt 503 23-9 i vecurs between the 30° and 80° days after biosolids application should be

remo/ed, Addgitignaily, it appears that a typographical efror sixists in that the

regulalions. The scientific basis for inclusion of a further conssituent 1o a list woeding of this mitigation measure does not match Ihe wording used in

devetoped through a scientific, risk based ’nalysis must be provided.

e Table 15-3.
El Fable 24 Chromiu) § i Fant -
iuﬁiﬂr;ﬁr:n"si:“:rﬁv?deeg.ele.w frodm tfs table unless a sclenufic based l 23"10 15 Chapter 3 F-29 Mitigation Measure 5-2 also recommends an extension of the grazing 23 .[6
' . restaction after land application of osefids. The comment is the same as far -
Chaptas2 {Table2:S | Molybdenum should be deteted from this table unless a scientific based . Comment No. 14.
ﬁféﬁ:ﬂmﬁﬁzﬁf‘&hﬂ;ﬁﬁmézﬁrﬁ'ﬁﬁ&iﬁmig{iﬁ? 23-11 1% L B-7 Part ia) of Mitigation Measure 6-1 requices that "no appfication of Class B
msirtssy lh; end o}‘ 1999, 1t shouldpe s\:‘aled that \_nhen this limit is adopted : g(ocg:lnlgf fs:ragul: icp‘.:xrrnp::lszdmwmr ;Thaere‘g def!neda :: !h_e ECL .astl:‘avnpg 'a‘rugh
- _TEPA hat Wil be atomatically ncludsd in the GO. ; this rastriction has met. but the definition of a “High Potential for Pul?lic
Chawi- 7 P15 The (irst paragraoh requires that “storage areas must be covered between Exposure Area” must be modified. The defnition supplied ia the GO is: Land
Qctaper 1 and April 30 during periods of runaf-producing presipitation”. An iocated within one-half mile of a developed border of a poputated ares. This 23-17
tac!’Icn.-\.vlzllenﬁcte s&éould be l_lr:;ade ffofr u:oovere?dsgoragi facititia?s {hat are designed 23- 1 2 ge:ﬁm!un :s v.;guel;r;‘da:;\;omﬂ::;l;.y iﬁ,‘j x;ﬁfl:xg;?:;% ;‘mﬂ:ﬂl‘;}s&a
<ol and impound runoff which would be either legally reused or efiniion 1o actua .
dispesed. e qutside of this ane-ha!f mile restriction to have retatively high public exposure.
The c=finition shoukd be replaced with wording contained on Page 6-T: Land
locat=d within ene-hat! mile of educationat {acilities, facilities designated far
recreation activities other than hunting. fishing. or wildlife conservation.
! places of public assembly, hospitals, ar similar sensilive receptors.
2 3
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Chapter 7 7

-1

The third paragraph on this page states that "Biosolids Application could resuit
in 1he loss of special-status prants or animals if it is applied 1¢ natural
teestrial habiars {i.e. rangelands) or any fand that kave been fallow for more
thant year.” It Should bé clearly stated what the special-status plants or
animals are and the time frame that ground is allowed to remain faltow must
be extended. During normal fanming praclices, especizlly on the manginat
fand to which biosolids is genecally applied, 1and ¢2n often be a8 fallow for
periods of time ing one yeas. iring a report prep bya
qualified bialogist after such a shornt period of time woyld be an uawarranted
hardship on the fzming community and would discourage biosolics reuse.
Fins time frame should be extended 10 fepreseat an actual period under which
reversion ta a native status could acwally occur. such as five YBars or more.

Sed

Mitigation measure &1 proposes that *land applications in the habitat rahge of
the pupfish should be reviewed for their proximity to enclosed water bodies
that cauld be oceupied by pupfish_ I such water bodies are nearthe lanc
application areas, setbacks of 500 feat should be required.” The habitat
range aof the pupfish’ should be clearly defined and the mitigation measure
should be amended as follows: “water bodies that eew'd are r2asonably
expected to bo naturally accupied by pupfish.” Also, the setback increase
from 100 feet to 500 feet must be substantiated by scientific avidence
showing s necassiy,

19

Shapier 18

Q-5

The last paragraph cn this page states that the GO “grohibits the releass of
any visible airbome particles from the application site during biosclids
application or during incenwosalion of biosolids into the soil.” This prehibidion
must be changed to reflect actual famming <onditions. Oust genedation due to
farming operations is already controlied 1hneugh other requiziory means znd
the purpose of the eleven selback requirements already in the GO is to
rhinimize ihis type of impact, The way this restriction is warded, even dust
biowang from one ap ion site to an adj Pl site would be
restacted. The intent of this prohibilion is to prevent any biasotids particles
fram decoming airbome and having an impact on air quatity offsite. This can
be acsemplished by changing the wording in this paragraph, in the second
paragragh on Page 10-3, and in the GO to “any visible aibome biosolids
parlicutates”.

20

0-6

‘The l2st paragraph on this page siates that the ‘Emissions are wnsidergd
significant if they exceed the most stringent significance thresholds for air
districts where biesclids are applied in the greatest volumes®. This statement
isinaccurate. The thresholds of significance should be Ihose apglied by the
respective air district for CEQA purposes and not simply the most steingent
three air distdicts,

5710
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Chaprer 16

ne-7

Mitigation Measure 10-1 progoses 1 imit vehicie miles travaled (VMT), on
paved roads, by biosolids transport vehicles to 4.860 VMT per day. The basis
for this is unclear. The vehicle emissions appear {o ba estimated for the total
miles traveled for a project and not the miles lraveled within a given air basin.
Tne iotal miles traveled within each air basin $hould be compared against the
significance thresholds established by the APCD for that air basin, The study
of this impact shoulg be completed in this manner and should also include
miigation measures such as atiematively fueled.vehicles. The study shoukt
also take into account the secondary wnpacts thal a VMT limé woukd have if it
made utilization of biosolids unteaabie. If bipsalids usage were eliminated
due 10 this limitation. the result woukd be that farm oparations would have to
haul i and apply inorganic Fartilizer and other Saurces of nutrisnts and the
biesolids weuld have 10 be hauled ta remote land{ilts. The cumulative effect
Wouic be that emissions fram biosolids transport vehiclas might ba reduced
but a nel inerease in emissions would result,

Shapre-an

C-38

Mitigation Measure 10-2 proposes o limit biosslids transpodt vehiclas, on
ungaved roads, to 67 YMT per ¢ay. The same amuments from comment No,
27 apoly 1o this mitigation measure. in addition, & is unclear whether this fimit
applies (o spreaders or from-end loaders. Altemate methods to controf dust
from unpaved mads. such as limiting the speeq of vehicles, should also be
studied.

Chagiz- 11

Mitigation Measure 11-1states that the transporter will aveid the usa ¢f haul
routes near residential land uses o the extent possible,” A dear dafinition of
'naar fesidential land uses’ should be provided.

24

Chapss

X

33

Hiligation Measure 13-1 requires that the RWQCB engineer ravipw the Notice
of Intent 2nd determi hether a nitrate cor ination problem exists of if
Ine "prepased project would pase and fmminent hreal of comtriouting to or
causing exceedances of water quality standards for aitrate”. This language is
vague and subject 10 wide intefpretalions. A clear dafinition of what is an
‘imminenl threal” to water quality standards should be provided,

[able 15-1

This table should be modified to refledt the alorementioned changes to the
mitigakien measyres,

Page 1

The SWRCB General Crder for land application of biosolids was developed
as a basis for the DEIR. The DEIR was required because of a SWRCEB
finding that the negative declarat P by the Central Vailay and
Lahonian RWGQCBs for their General Orders and Exceptional Quality (EQ)
Waiver were not adequate, The GO regulates both Class A and B biosolids,
which are not £Q, and certain EQ biosolids becauss *public accepance to
large scale uses has indicated the need for oversight at this time, regardless
of the aclual threat to water quality”. The criteria used to determine which EQ
biosolids applications would be permitied, and which would not, is arbitranly
based on bioselids conteat of the matedal. foading rate, and area of
application. The SWRC2 is outside ils area of Autharity and does nol have
the nght to regulate any sctivity based on perceplion, Further, lhe SWRC2
should have developed regulatory guidalines which parailel the baseling
which was Inftially questioned (i.e. 2 General Order for non-BEQ biosslids and
an £G Waiver). The GO should therefore be restricted anly 9 non-EQ
bioschids. iherwise all use of compost and olher “products” will be subject to
this pzrmil, which will result in a markeling disadvantage for those producls
and may ultimately end any effors to reuse tugher quality biosolids. Sections
1.a and 1.b on this page should be deleted.

8s11
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Paga 2

Section 2 states that oversight of EQ biosolids is NECcessary due to the
“perception of unreguiated dumping”. This requirement is based neither on
sound science nor best professional Jjudgement and Section 2 should be
deleled in its entirety.

AODENdIX A

Page 3

Seetion 3.n. comains a definition for High Potential for Public Exposure Areas
which should be changed, as deseribed in Comment No. 18, to the Tallowing:
“Land located within gne-half mile of educational facilities, facilities
designaled for recreation activities other than hunting, fishing, or wildiife
conszrvation, places of public ly. hospitals, or similar ith
receplors.”

29

ADLaniz

Fage S

Section 3.3k, defines taitwater as “Excess water discharged to surface water
bedies resuiting from fop imgation,” Certain famming operatlons have
taitwater collection system that impound this fiow for fetum ic the fields. This
dafinition sheuly be modified as follows, “Excess waler disehanyad-bersufaes
walerbedies resulting from crop imigation,”

30

Appendix &

Page &

Section 10 states that "The National Research Council established a
committee (o review the methods and procedutes used by the U,S. EPA while
forming the basis of the 46 CER 503, The National Research Council's
MeMDErs are drawn from the National Academy of Sciences, Naticnal
Academy of Eaginearing. and the Institute of Medicine. Committee members
included university professors from the schools of law, science, and
agricutture; a state heatth official: a food industry professional; a professional
from a sanitation agency, and a professienal consuliant. Aftera three-year
Sludy istarting in 1493}, the committee made some recommendaticns for
improvement bt alse stated: “Established numerical limits on concentration
levels of polhdants added to cropland by sludge are adequate 1o assure the
salety of crops produced for hiyman CONSUMption.’ As a resuit of the peer
review, manitoring for erganic chemicals and using fecal coliform testing as a
parameler for determining Class A pathogen reductions is included in this
Generaf Order "

First of all, there is no NRC committes recommendation to fMmonitor bicsolids
for organic chemicals. The recommendaticn was that when the USEPA
conducts the second Mational Sewage Sludge Stly, they should sirive to
improve the integrity of the data by ustng moré consistent sampling and data-
repoming metheds in ordlerto show whether or not toxic oanic compounds
are preseit in biosalids at concentrations. too low to pose a human/animal
health and environment risk.

Secondiy, the cecommendation 1o use the fecal coliform lestin place of the
Salmonella test deals with acceptable product quality. While the SWRCB
may impose this resirction on nan-compost Class A biosolids, it is eulside the
SWRIB's jurisdiciion with respect to compost quality. Compast quality is
requlated under the aulhority of the Galfomia Integrated Water Management
Soand through their composting regulations in Tille 14, Chapter 3.1 and it is

recommended thal changes to product quality be uniformiy institrted there.

7718
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Page 9

Section 15 states that “This Generat Crder shall primacly apply to the land
owner of sites using biosokds, but may also inclyde. as determined by those
involved in the operation, the indivicuals, companies, or municipailies

.generating, transporting and placing the biosolids {Class A or Class B) and the

land iessge, in conjunction with the land owner.”

It is not clear why the General Crder will “pimarity apply te the land ewner
sinGe In many instances the land owner does not direcily manage the land
applicalion aclivities. A land owner that is not the land applier has chnsen_ 10
receive an agncultural product and has contracted with the applier to provide
thig preduct 1t is recommended that the General Order apply primanily to the
applier and that 1he General Order contain requitements for tha landowner
and lesses o certify that they agree o use the material and that they
understand and agfree to comply wilh ali site restrictions required by
regulation. [ is also unclear what is meant by *as determined oy those
invoived in the operations”.

Seclien 15 should be revised as foliows: "This General Grder shall primarily
a O 0

dp?z?r to -y the individuais, companies, or
municipalities generatingrtranspeding-and enqaged in the placemant of
plaeing-the biosclids (Class A or Class B) o land for usa a8 a soi
amendment {Apofisn), Such Applier is required to inform and ablain

sedifications as appropriate from ciher pagties inciuding_generators, .
iranseorters, 13ad owners. and lapd [essees to satisty all requirsments ?f thig

General Order and-HHe-and-astt=r: with-the-tand-ovmer

. : P
it

Page 14

The cailing concentration {mg/Kg dry weight} fevels listed in Secfion A.12. for
copper, lead, and chromium are 2500 mg/kg, 350 mgikg, and 8,000 mo/kg,
respactively. These limits shouid be modified 10 mateh the scz_enuﬁ_mlly
based (imils contained in the 503 Regulalions, or scienlific justificztion should
be made for thern to remain. The Emas for copper and lead should then be
4300 mgfxg and 840 mg/ky, respactively, on a dry weight basis. The Limit for
chromium should be deleted. .

8

fage 15

Section 14 states that "Any visible airbome particulates leaving the

pplication sie during bi i i 1$ o during incorperation of
biosatids at the permitted site is prohibited.” .
As described in Camment No.19, the wording should be an_\enged as Tolla_ws.
“Any visible airborne biosalids particulates leaving the application site dunqq
biosolids applications or during incosporaticnt of biosolids at tho permitted site
i prehibited.”

ADperiz &

Page 15

Section A.15. States that “the application of biosolids in areas whr::e hioso_!ids
are subject to eresion or washout offsite is pmhibﬂedl'_ The meaning of {his
prohibition is unclear and a definitien of ihe aforemeationed areas should be
provided.

B8s/19
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Page 15

Sectivn B.1 states that "All biosolids subject to this Genera_l Om_er shalt
comply with the appli pathogen reduction Standard: _hsted in 40 CFR
503.32. In addition to those standards, all bloselids mesting Class A
standards shaft not have a maximum fecal coliform concentration greater than
1,000 MPR per gram of biosolids.” .

Both tke USPEPJEand the CIVWMB have astablished pathogen raduction
stangards in compost which allew fof the use of eflher & Saimonetia o fecal
colifezm limit. (tis recommended thal the SYWRCHB e)sempt compost from this
specification or petition the CIVWMB te change the fimit for all composts. If
the SWRCB chooses 10 pursue regulatien of pall‘wggns n blusolids: itis i
recommended that the GO include provisions that will allew for the inciusion
of a revised Salmonella test metnod updn adoption by USEPA.

23-36
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Apgeagix &

Page 15

USEPA’s 40 CFR 503 requirement for the tracking of metals based on
cumMulative loading limits (Parl 503. Table 2) is misapplied heve. Part 503
does not requise metals 1o be tracked for hign quality biossfids (i.e. biosolids
wilh metals concenteations less thaa Pagt 503, Table 3 concentrations). itis
illogical 1o use a scientifically denved risk based rule and then apply the rufe
in a sybjective manner, The further inclusion of backgraynd soils metals is
alse iitogical. USERA took into i i isting background soils metals
when developing the cumulative 10ading limits. The scientific basis for the:
cumulative loadings were dasigned ‘o limit incremental risk asibuted solely ta
bipsolids additions, not background scils. Furthermore, concentrations
{mg/kq) and leadings (kg/hectare) are two different factors which ane not
additive,  Also. the melybdenum cumulative Ioading limit should be removed
from the GO dua to the court ruling deleting this limit from {he federal
regulation, 35 discussed in Comment Mo. 12, .

It 15 recommended that the SWRCS use Part 503, Tables 2 and 3 in the
establishment of poihrtant limits and let the Finai Eavironmentsl Impact
Report determine whether there is a need for the GG 10 be more stringent.

37

Appenidx A

Page 17

Seclion B.8. lists land application setback requirements. The satbacks
fequired in this section should be consistent with olher reguiatory limits and
the CWEA Manual of Good Practics, a5 noted in Mitigation Measure 5-1. The
tollowing changes should ba made: *(b) 00 200 feet from domestic supply
walls® and " & et "

38

ApDETINa

Page 18

Section C.6. States that “Biosolids’ storage facifities that cantain biesalics
betwseen Cctober 1 and Apiil 30 snall be cevered during perleds of rumotf
inducing precipitation.” As discussad in Comment No.11. an alfowance
shauld be made for uncovered storage facilities that are dasigned to collect
and impound runoff which would be either legally reussd or disposed.

339 Page 20 Saction D.7. should be amended as follows: “The dischanger shalf ba
responsible foe informing alf biosolids transporiers, and-grewess acpliers. and
[2ad owners associated with using the site of the canditions contained in this
General Crder,” The term ‘growers' is undefined.
40 Apoes i - Pre- Section 1.¢. fequires a magping of staging areas. This will be imelevant
rppfication | because staging areas can be anywhere near the border of an appliatle field
Ierorl and are meant to imit compaction of sail. The wording should be amended
s foilows: “Slorage ersteging areas”.
41 canardix & ! Pre- Section 2 requises thal 2 “separate Pre-Application Repart must be fifled out
poplication | for each different biosolids' source” This method of reporting wiil tead to
Repart confiizton regarding the overafl site operation. The form should be modified
to allow for all sources of biosolids to be reported in = single site
Pre-Application Report,
42 ADDurndix 2§ Pra- The Conslituent Concentration Table in the Pre-Application Report is
Application | confusing as (o what soil sampling is required. The sefentific basis for .
Report fequinng pH. fecal coliform, PCBs. aldrin/dieldrin, and semi-volatile orgaqics

analyses has yet o be established. Alsc. how the data would be used and
whal standards it would be evaluated 2gainst is not established, Rergr W
Commeat Nos. 36 and 35 regarding

datians for soil pling and
fecal cokifatrn analysis.

23-37

23-38

23-39

23-41

23-42

23-43

23-40 .
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43 Sppanty, &

1D PAGE

191

re.
Application
Repart

Seclion 5 states that “For biosolids” application operations where minimum
depth to ground waler is less than 25 feel, a ground water monitering program
consisting of a minimum of thres itoring wells (one upgradian?, twa
downgradiert) for each appleation area i required and shall be in place prior
to aay application of biosolics if the discharger intands 1o apply biosslids mare
(han three times within a len-year period at any particular laestion. A raport
specifying location, construclion, and develapment details of ground waler
monfionng wells shail ba submitted to the RWQCS prier to the instailation. In
additicn, a mean sea lavel {MSL) referance glevation shall be established for
each weil in order to determing water eievatians * .

The groundwater moniloring program should b defeted entirely for several
reasons. The basis for requining agronomic applicalion rates in lhs first place
is 10 protedt against groundwater degradation. it makes far more sanse 4]
emphasize the groundwater contamination prevention aspedt of any pregram
by facusing on appropriate application ratas, Additional monitering is
unnecessary and will atmost surely make bensficial use of biosolids
prohibitively expensive for many sites. This will in lum force the usa of
chemucal fertilizers, which can ba much more of a greundwater cortamination
concem but requires no such monitoring.

23-44

44 ADGEndes A

Pre-
poplication
Repon

Section & requices that A bigsolids’ starage plan must bs attached, (Even if
no onsite Diasolids storage wilk be provided).* This requirement Is unduly
onefous and the wording should be amended as follows: “A, tiosolids' storage
pian must be attached (Everif no on-site biosalids sterage will be provided, a

contingency plan for intlemnent weather operation must be attached.

23-45

45 Appetang &

=
application
Repon

The storage informalicn. erosion control plan, and spill rasponse plan should
bée submitted with the NOI and not the Pre-Application Report. Otherwise,
redundant material will be submitted wilh each Pre-Application report.

23-46

45 Apprenuix A

Pre-
fpplication
Report

Section B8.0.3. requires the folowing: “tdentify all lpag restriclions for each
traveled roadway.” This requirement should be eliminated, 4 the time
required to evaluale every road that every truck may travel on in any given
area 5 not feasibie, The proposed traffic route requiced in 3.b.1 is adequately
descnptive.

23-47

s
i

)re_
spplication
Repart

The annual report submidal date should be moved from January 15 to
February 15. This will allow foc sufficient repont preparalion time fos

dischargers operating multipla project sites.

23-48

The Sounty|
this process ana wo
ANy QUeste NS ur req
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Saritation Districts of Los Angeles County appreciate every opporunity to provide input to
td like to thank all concemed for their efforts in preparation of the DEIR, Should you have
uirg ay additionai information, please do not hesilate o contact ma at (562) 599-7411,

Michael Sullivan
Biosotids Recyciing Coardinator



Responses to Comments from the L os Angeles County Sanitation Districts

23-1.  The commenter’s opinions about the need for a statewide review of issues relating to
biosolids management are noted. No response is necessary.

23-2.  The requested correction has been made to the draft EIR, at the beginning of the fina
paragraph on page ES-3 and other occurrences:

The California Association of Santtary-Sanitation Agencies (CASA) . ..
23-3.  The commenter’s preferred spelling is noted.

23-4.  As acknowledged, under current law, more restrictive local ordinances and laws may
supersede federal and state regulations. However, the statement refers to the authority of
those local governments to take such measures. Should that authority no longer exist, that
portion of the proposed GO would not have any bearing. But, in accordancewith Provision
No. 12, theremainder of this proposed GO would remain valid. The text of proposed GO,
Finding No. 17 of Appendix A, now reads:

This General Order sets minimum standards for the use of biosolids as
agricultural, horticultural, silvicultural, or reclamation site soil amendmentsand
does not preempt or supersede the authority of local agencies to prohibit,
restrict, or control the use of biosolids subject to their control, as allowed under
current law. Itistheresponsibility of the discharger to makeinquiry and obtain
any local governmental agency permitsor authorizationsprior to the application
of biosolids at each site.

Please see Response to Comment 14-7.

23-5.  This portion of the proposed GO and draft EIR has been changed. The text for the 10"
bullet on page ES-9 of the draft EIR now reads:

application of biosolids containing amoisture content of lessthan 50 Qercent?s
prohibited;

This change, along with an incorporation requirement, addresses drifting pathogen dust
issues. Also see Master Response 9.

23-6. The comment is noted; no response is necessary.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
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23-7.  Therequested correction has been made to the draft EIR in the first impact on page 3 of
Table ES-1.

Potential soil degradation at recreation-area apptoetcation-application sites

23-8.  See Master Response 2.

23-9.  See Master Response 4.

23-10. See Master Response 4.

23-11. See Master Response 4.

23-12. See Response to Comment 18-7.

23-13. See Response to Comment 1-4.

23-14. See Master Response 4.

23-15. See Master Response 7.

23-16. See Master Response 8.

23-17. See Master Response 11.

23-18. Special-statusplantsand animalsarelistedin TablesF-1 and F-2 in Appendix F of thedraft
EIR. The sources of the lists are included at the end of the tables. The requirement for
conducting biological resource surveys on properties that have been left fallow for more
than one year has been retained. Many special-status speciesin California are capable of
recolonizing tilled land when it is left undisturbed for one year. The SWRCB does not
intend to place such a severe hardship on landowners, such that biosolids application will
be discouraged. But it is dedicated to complying with federal and state law requiring
consideration of adverse effects on sensitive biological resourcesasit usesitsdiscretionary
authority. Also see Response to Comment 22-1.

23-19. Mitigation Measure 8-1 on page 8-4 of the draft EIR is modified by adding the following
statement at the end of the paragraph:

There are severa species of pupfish in southern California. Their current
occupied habitat is confined to several small springs, Salt Creek and the
Amargosa River in southern Inyo and northern San Bernardino countiesin the
vicinity of Death Valley National Monument, and San Felipe Creek and the
Salton Seain Imperial County. Exact locations of habitat can befoundin Moyle
etal. 1989.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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23-20.

23-21.

23-22.

23-23.

23-24.

23-25.

23-26.

The decision to increase the setback from 100 feet to 500 feet is based on a knowledge of
surface soil and geologic conditions in southern California desert areas and professional
judgement. Conditionsexist inthese areaswhere very coarse surface soilsare underlain by
relatively impermeable subsurface layers, promoting lateral rather than vertical movement
of groundwater. Where these conditions might exist adjacent to and upslope of isolated
water bodies occupied by pupfish, it would be prudent to allow an extra buffer to protect
this sensitive species from groundwater contaminants, primarily nitrates. The knowledge
that these conditions exist in isolated parts of the state is sufficient scientific justification
for providing the extra margin of protection. It is not expected that this requirement will
be an unfair or untenable burden on existing or future land application operations.

Thetext for page 10-5, last paragraph, first sentence in the draft EIR isrevised as follows:

bressts—mtﬁhesaH— The Qrogosed GO also r@uwes biosolids to be at |east
50 percent moisture and to be incorporated within 24 hoursin arid areas and 48

hoursin all other areas.
Also see Master Response 9.
See Master Response 5.
See Master Response 5.
See Master Response 5.

The term “near land residential uses’ is intended to refer to predominantly residential
nei ghborhoods along surface streets and highways. A specific quantitative definitionisnot
practical. It is assumed that trucks delivering biosolids and those making deliveries to
agricultural operations will use the same routes.

RWQCB staff members are routinely required to make independent risk assessments of
contamination. Therefore, assessment of whether the biosolids application under the
proposed GO will contribute to existing nitrate contamination in groundwater should not
pose any undue burden on RWQCB staff. In addition, it is general knowledge which
groundwater basins have widespread nitrate contamination. In practice, land application
projects subject to Mitigation Measure 13-1 are those proposed for areas with existing and
acknowledged nitrate problems. Consequently, therewould be alimited need for RWQCB
staff membersto make independent judgments regarding the need for protective measures
beyond those contained in the proposed GO.

Table 15-1 has been modified and isincluded as Appendix C to this document.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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23-27.

The SWRCB and RWQCBsregul ate bi osolidsunder Section 13274 of the CaliforniaWater
Code. That portion of the code does not exempt any class of sludge products from being
subject to regulation. As proposed, the GO is not proposing to regulate products applied
at usual rates. However, SWRCB staff believes that biosolids applied at higher loading
ratesismorelikely to be a dumping operation than an application for legitimate farming or
other soil use application. Such applicationsare causefor environmental concern. Finding
No. 2 has been rewritten to more clearly state thisissue. The text of the proposed GO, as
found in Finding No. 2 of Appendix A, now reads:

EQ biosolids may not necessitate regulation in the future. However pubhe
aceeptanee-it is believed that tolarge scale useshas-thdtcated-theteed—for
currently reguire oversight at-thistime, regardless of the actual threat to water
quality while done at agronomic rates and using best management practices.
Accordingly, this Genera Order can be applied to such sites to ensure that
biosolids are being properly used 6f and not an activity of unregulated dumping
necessitatesthatt. This regulatory tool may be used to regulate material that is
land applied at a high loading rate to discourage poor management and reduce
risk to the public and the environment.

23-28. See Response to Comment 23-27.

23-29. See Response to Comment 16-18 and Master Response 11.

23-30. Comment noted. The definition of tailwater has been changed. The text of the proposed
GO, asfound in Finding No. 3(an) of Appendix A, now reads:

Tailwater: Excess water resulting in a discharged offsite to_a surface water
bedies-body and resulting from crop irrigation.

23-31. ltistruethat the National Research Council recommended sampling for certain SOCsinthe

next National Sewage Sludge Survey. However, no survey has been started for such
pollutants. See Response to Comment 1-4 regarding SOCs.
The SWRCB and RWQCBsregulate biosolidsunder Section 13274 of the CaliforniaWater
Code. That portion of the code does not exempt any class of sludge products from being
subject to regulation. As proposed, the GO is not offering to regulate products applied at
usual application rates. But, the SWRCB staff believes that sludge products applied at
higher loading rates can be more of a disposal operation than an application for legitimate
farming. Such applications are cause for environmental concern.

23-32.  See Responses to Comments 14-3, 14-5 and 14-17.

23-33. See Master Response 4.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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23-34.

23-35.

23-36.

23-37.

23-38.

23-39.

23-40.

23-41.

23-42.

See Response to Comments 5-1. 16-28, 23-5, and 23-20, and Master Response 9.
See Response to Comment 21-80.
See Master Response 6.

Using the risk-based cumulative pollutant loading limits for biosolids (contained in Part
503.13 Table 3) to control land application of high-quality biosolids, when applied at higher
loading rates, is not a misapplication of the risk-based limits. When biosolids are |oaded
at rates higher than the rates assumed by EPA, pollutants in soils may build up rapidly
toward those level s established by the cumulative pollutant loading rate. No evidence has
been provided that indi cates differences between the metal sin exceptional quality biosolids
and biosolidsnot qualifying as Exceptional Quality (except differencesin concentration per
unit volume of biosolids). The EPA risk assessment assumed 100% metal availability.
Thereisarisk that higher quality biosolids could be applied at rates high enough to create
ahazard. Also, for including background pollutants, see Response to Comment 14-19 and
Master Response 4 regarding molybdenum.

Thesetback for agricultural buildings, except occupied onsiteresidenceswhichisnow listed
at 50 feet, has been omitted. However, the setback for a domestic well is consistent with
the CWEA manual cited in the comment. Also see Master Response 3.

See Responses to Comments 18-7 and 21-85.

Comment noted. Grower isnow defined inthe proposed GO. Thetext of the proposed GO,
asfound in Finding No. 3 of Appendix A, now includes Grower as follows:

0. Grower: Person or entity primarily responsiblefor planting, maintaining and
harvesting or allowing the use of crops and/or range land for domestic animal

or human use.

Provision 7. has been written as follows:

The discharger shall be responsible for informing all biosolids transporters,
appliers, and growers using the site of the conditionsin this General Order.

Comment noted. Staging is now eliminated from the list of items to be identified on the
required map in the Pre-Application Report.

Comment noted. This portion of the text of the proposed GO, as found in the Pre-
Application Report of Appendix A, now reads as follows:

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
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A-separatePre-ApptieationReportT he section below must befilled out for each
different biosolids’ source._If additional spaceisrequired, copy thissection and

attach.

23-43. PCBs, adrin/dieldrin, and some semi-volatile organic compounds, as discussed in the
National Academy of SciencesPeer Review (NA SPR), weredetected in morethan 5 percent
of the samples. NASPR’s recommendation was to obtain more data on those pollutantsin
sludges. Fecal coliform is till in the table, but not required unless applicable (Class A).
Thetest for pH isrequired for evaluation of lime stabilized material. Soil samplingisnow
clarified so asto not include PCB, pesticides, or SOCs.

23-44. When groundwater iswithin 25 feet of the ground surface and the applier intends to make
multiple applications over time, monitoring for compliance with agronomic applicationsis
desirable and not believed to be an economic burden.

23-45. How biosolids destined for the land application site is handled can have a direct effect on
compliance. Handling material and storing it, as necessary, is something that all biosolids
projects need to consider before the start of operation. Accordingly, such information is
required in the proposed GO.

23-46. Thisinformation is now in the Notice of Intent. It aso remains in the Pre-Application
Report for cases where the original information has changed.

23-47. Thisrequirement has been removed.

23-48. See Responseto Comment 16-41.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
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